technologies render other, earlier approaches to human dietary evolution obsolete, Jones realizes that they build on the work of earlier investigators. Tool-driven science can go astray if it is not grounded in the well-articulated theories that it not only tests, but also refines. Jones therefore offers a narrative that is simultaneously humble and excited by new opportunities to shed light on why humans eat in the ways they do.
The journey makes stopovers at ancient archaeological sites; at the African field camps where Jane Goodall and other ethologists observed the eating behaviours of different primates; and even at the Fresh Kills landfill site near New York City, where garbologist William Rathje analyses contemporary human behaviour by sifting through masses of kitchen waste. Some of these stopovers have also been visited by other scholars on their quest to understand the social behaviour of human food consumers, and Jones uses each of their parables to illustrate his cogent points.
Jones even records field notes on his own ritualized behaviour and dress at a banquet at the University of Cambridge in the framework of their social acceptability in this formal setting. By juxtaposing this with primate behaviour at Goodall's camp, he offers a compelling answer to the question of whether humans are really that different from other primates in the social structure of our food sharing. The short answer is no, we are not, but the richer answer is that it is a matter of degree, and Jones guides us through these nuances.
By concerning himself with both evolutionary theory and the social constructions that give meaning to human eating behaviour, Jones arrives at a robust, integrative theory of why we share food the way we do. Testing this theory is likely to keep interdisciplinary scholars engaged for several decades to come. In a model of accessible scientific writing, Jones' captivating narrative is based on cutting-edge technology and on his personal indebtedness to early pioneers in this field. effect, whereby clocks run at different rates according to their position in a gravitational field, but gravity does not cause this effect. Rather, general relativity says that this inequable flow of time from place to place is gravity, in most of our normal experiences with it.
My biggest gripe about the book, however, is the conceit in the title that the theory was almost lost in the 1930s and 1940s, and was only found again in the early 1960s with the discovery of black holes. It is true that during the Second World War everyone's attention was concentrated on more practical areas of science, but it was precisely during that period that general relativity completely revised our image of the Universe. In conflict with even Einstein's prejudices, the Universe as a whole was found to be dynamic. It was also during this period that Subrahmanyan Chandrasekhar, and later Robert Oppenheimer and his students, used the theory to show that large stars at the end of their lives must become what we now know as black holes. Immediately after the war, groups across the world started studying the physical and mathematical consequences of the theory. Black holes did not cause that revival; understanding them was its result. Eisenstaedt's sensationalization is unnecessary in a book about what is one of the most sensational intellectual stories of the twentieth century.
Despite these grumbles, I would recommend the book for its account of those ten incredible years and the impact that was generated. 
